




























































































































































































































and foraging strategy are necessary. Present tentative conclusions are based 

on foraging ecology of gray whales in their summer grounds in the Arctic and 

observed behavior and site use off Oregon. Sightings also occurred at 

distances 5-80 km offshore in water depths of 50-2700 m (Sumich, 1984); number 

of sightings was only 14 comprising 27 whales, however. 

Site specific. use by gray whales varied both daily and annually (Sumich, 

1984), thus the period of maximum occurrence was undetectable. Additionally, 

weather, sea state·, observer effort, the presence or absence of strategic 

observation points, and the unreliability of aerial counts due to the 

predominant occurrence of gray whales in surf and foam lines also contribute 

to the large variation in observed abundance. Because of these factors, 

-Sumich considered his· abundance estimate of 0.2-0.3 whales/km as conservative. 

Sumich (1984) states that the primary activity of summer gray whales off 

the Oregon coast appears to be feeding~ It is not known what the prey item(s) 

are. Benthic infauna, primarily gammarid amphipods, are the principal food 

items of gray whales .in the Arctic. He speculated that the offshore sightings 

(14 occurrences) may indicate pelagic foraging by the species. 

Sumich (1984) also determined size of gray whales whenever possible. His 

results indicated that calves and yearlings comprised a significantly greater 

proportion of the Oregon coast population than would be expected from a random 

sample of the population as a whole. His analysis of length data on gray 

whales larger than yearlings led to the conclusion that summer gray whales on 

the Oregon Coast are predominantly immature or atypically small mature 

animals. These animals may be shortening their migration due to insufficient 

energy reserves. 

Advantages to gray whales discontinuing their migration and foraging 

along the Oregon coast may lie in the energetic savings associated with such 

beh~vior (Sumich, 1984). He concluded that the shallow, inshore waters of the 

Oregon coast should be considered as a supplementary summer feeding grounds. 

As a complete count of gray whales which summer off Oregon is unavailable, the 

proportion of the population which is present remains an unknown. However, it 

seems reasonable that only a small proportion of the population does exhibit 

this tendency to shorten their migration. 
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Disposal Site Information 

Yaquina Bay - The proposed disposal site is located approximately 1.61 km 

offshore in approximately 15 m of water. Dimensions of the disposal area are 

approximately 1036 x 366 m or 38 hectares. The site is located in a tow boat 

lane, hence receives commercial boating traffic. 

Recreational use, principally private and charter salmon fishing, also 

occurs in the disposal area during summer. Commercial fishing operations, 

primarily bottom fishing, salmon.trolling, crabbing, and squid fishing are 

also present in the project area. 

Dredged material disposal operations will occur generally from mid-April 

to mid-October with most dredging conducted from May to September. Dredging 

will require approximately two weeks for completion. Material disposed of 

will primarily be sandy sediments. The substrate of the disposal site is 

similar to that of the are~ dredged. Amphipod population levels are 

relatively low at the disposal site. 

Coos Bay - Three sites (E ,F, and H) are propo_sed for receipt of dredged 

material off Coos Bay, Oregon. Sites E an4 Fare each approximately 1.61 km 

offshore and are located in 18-31 m of water. Site His 5.8 km offshore in 

55-67 m of water. Dimensions of all sites are similar; approximately 1097 x 

427 m or 47 hectares. 

Dredging will be completed in about one months time and will occur 

between mid-April and mid-October with most dreding generally occurring 

between May and September •. Dredged material from the lower estuary is 

primarily clean fine sands of marine origin. Above RM 14, sediments are finer 

and contain more organic material. Sediments at disposal sites E, F, and H 

are also clean fine sands with grain size becoming progressivley smaller from 

the nearshore sites (E and F) to site H. Amphipod populations at the disposal 

sites are relatively low. 

The disposal s_ites are located in areas which receive heavy sport and 

charter salmon fishing pressure. Comme~cial fishing operations for crab, 

salmon, squid, and bottom fish also occur in these areas. 
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Project Impacts 

Gray whales occur in the project areas during distinct seasonal periods; 

fall and spring migration and summer.· Disposal operations will have no effect 

on migrating gray whales as their is a distinct temporal difference in use of 

the sites (i.e. dredging occurs between the migratory periods). Migrant 

whales also would use the disposal areas only as a travel route. 

Based on the limited information available on summer gray whales on the 

Oregon Coast, disposal operations should have no effect on this particular 

componen; of the population, either. Disposal locations are located offshore 

beyond the nearshore areas most commonly frequented by gray whales. Substrate 

composition of disposal locations is different than that in which gray whales 

are speculated to forage in along the Oregon Coast. Prey populations of 

the disposal locations are relatively low which suggests that they are 

unsuitable or at best marginally suitable for gray whale foraging. The 

disposal sites are relatively small which coupled with their low prey 

populations and distance offshore from apparent preferred foraging sites would 

result in minimal if any im~act on _forage availability for gray whales. The 

recreational and commercial fishing uses·, in addition to commercial cargo 

traffic would preclude or reduce the probability of whale use of these sites,. 

also. 

Conclusion 

We conclude, based upon the above analysis, that designation and use of 

the offshore disposal locations will have no effect to gray whales. 

LITERATURE .CITATION 

Sumich, James L. 1984. Grey Whales Along the Oregon Coast in summer, 
1977-1980. The Murrelet. 65:33-40. 
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VICTOR AT1Yl!H -. .,, ___ __ 

-~ 
·'\ , ... 1:U..11" 

Department of Transportation 

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 
Parks and Recreation Division· 

525 TRADE STREET S.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310 

DAV.IS G MORIUCHI 
PORTLAND DIST CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
PO BOX 2946 

· PORTLAND OR 97208 

Dear Mr. Moriuchi: 

RE: Ocean Disposal 
Coos Bay Area 
Coos County 

Novmeber 16, 1982 

..... 

This letter is in response to your request for official corTJTient 
from the State Historic Preservation Office regarding impact of your 
fed~ra11y funded project on cultural resources. 

After a careful review of your proposed project, our office can 
offer the following co1T1T1ents. We feel the area of the project is 
not of historic significance and since ground disturbance of 
previously undisturbed ground is minimal, this office feel-s that· 
there wi11 be no likely impact to archeologica1 resources. We 
therefore feel no cultural resource surveys are required and that 
the project is in compliance with Public Law 89-665 and Executive 
Order 11593. n. 

For further infonnation regardin prc{jects, c tact Leland· 
Gil sen, state preservation archeologi ~' pt 378-50; 3. · .· 

. Si c e~ · ; 
. I , 

I 

• I 

D. • a,,,,ers 
Deputy ~HPO 

DWP/LG:kc 

\ 
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Table 3-5 

Sediment Elutriate Analyses {May 1979) 

= + Chl oro-
Depth s NH4-N TOC Pesticides PCB 

Station {cm) pH (µg/ml) {µg/ml) (µg/ml) {ng/ml) (ng/ml) 

El 00-20 . 7. 7 BO ND 4.7 ND ND 
20-60 7.6 BO ND 4.4 ND ND 

Els 00-20 7.6 · BO BO 4.2 ND ND 
20-51 7.55 BO BO 5. 1 ND ND 

E2 00-20 7.6 BO BO· 3. 1 BO BO 
20-60 7.6 BO o. 14 4.2 ND ND 

E2s 00-20 7.5 BO ND 4.0 . ND ND 
20-60 7.6 BO ND 4.4 ND ND 

E3 00-20 7.65 BO 0.38 5.9 BO BO 
20-42 1:6 BO 0.36 6.4 ND ND 

E3s 00-20 7.5 0.25 5.9 ND ND 
20-60 7.6 BO BO 7. l ND ND 

E4 00-20 7.5 BO o. 1 4.0 BO BO 
20-50 7.5 BO BO 7. 1 ND ND 

E4s 00-20 7.4 BO BO 4.6 BO BO 
20-60 7.4 BO BO 5.2 BO BO 

E6 00-20 7.2 BO 3.7 12 BO BO 
20-80 7. l BO 5.0 6.9 0.007 ODE ND 

E6s 00-20 7.7 BO 3.9 9.7 ND ND 
20-60 7.5 BO 2.0 12 BO BO 

E7 00-20 7.5 BO 3.9 10.8 BO BO 
20-60 7.5 BO 6.5 49 BO BO 

E7s 00-20 7.4 BO 7. 1 8.7 BO BO 
20-60 7. 1 BO 9.4 11. 7 ND ND 

LLD o. 1 . 0. l 0.001 0.003 

___ ... 
Note: Salinity= 26~28 mg/ml for all samples. 

\ 
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Table 3-5 {continued) 

Sediment Elutriate Analyses (May 1979) 

Depth Metal Concentration (ng/ml} 
Station (cm) Cd Cu Fe Mn Pb Zn 

El 00-20 68 8.5 · 105 90 BO 65 
.20-60 2.4 20.2 55· 20 . BO 59 

Els 00-20 80 14 10 55 BD 81 
20-51 15 17 60 30 5.5 _53 

E2 00-20 16 9.5 35 56 BD 97 
20-60 NO NO 9 28 ND 14 

E2s 00-20 4 10 BO 8 BD 75 
20-50 17 4 BD 10 2 71 

E3 00-20 17 5 BD 40 5.6 57 
20-42 0.2 13 BD 26 2 55 

E3s 00-20 5.2 20 60 11 BO 52 
20-60 15 10 10 63 BD 65 

E4 00-20 0.6 12.3 2 22 2 85 
20-50 3.7 20.5 70 70 9 75 

E4s 00-20 BO 21.6 7 43 BD 48 
20-60 0.6 24 15 70 6 48 

E6 00-20 BD 9.5 2040 1200 2 ND 
20-80 BO 6 4840 665 BO ND 

E6s 00-20 14.6 15.3 BO 335 BD 114 
20-60 2.0 13.6 60 20 BD 114 

E7 00-20 4.6 13.5 20 230 BD 118 
20-60 7.8 16 40 85 BO 75 

: } E7s 00-20 BD 7 3550 1450 BO 3 
20-60 BO 4 3880 2720 BO 6 

LLD 0.3 0.5 0.2 

., 
"•\i ·, 
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Table 3-6 

Sediment Elutriate Analysis (October 1979) 

= + Chloro-
Depth Sal. s TOC NH4-N Insect. PCB 

Station (cm) pH (mg/ml) (µg/ml) (µg/ml) (µg/ml) (ng/ml) (ng/ml) 

E4 00-20 7.7 24 BO 11 BO BO BO 
20-41 7.5 25 BO 2 BO NO NO 

ES 00-20 7.3 24 80 8 5.0 BO BO 
20-60 7. 1 24 BO · 10 9. 1 BD BD 

.. E6 00-20 7.2 . 24 BD 12 6.8 BD BO 
20-60 6.8 24 BO 15 18.0 BO BO 

E7 00-20 7.3 27 BO 15 7.0 BO BO 
20-60 7.3 27 BO 22 16.0 BO .BO 

E8 00-20 .7 .4 23 BO 15 4.6 BO BO 
20-60 7.4 24 BO 8 7.8 BO BO 

E9 00-20 7.3 29 BO 4 5.3 BO BO 
20-48 7.2 24 BO 12 19 BO BO 

Seawater 7.5 27 BO 4 BO BO BO 
Blanks 7.5 . 26 BO 2 BO BO BO 

7.8 25 BO 5 BO BO BO 

LLD 0. 1 0. 1 0.001 0.003 

\ 
' 
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Table 3-6 (continued) 

. Sediment Elutriate Analyses (October 1979) 

Depth Metals Concentration {ng/ml) 
Station (cm) As Cd Cu Fe Mn Pb Zn Hg 

E4 00-20 ND 3 2.5 10 40 3 2 BO 
20-41 BO 2 2 20 20 2 2 l 

ES 00-20 ND 1100 1600 BO 
20-60 ND 700 1300 BO 

E6 00-20 ND 66 1 1900 960 3 23 2 
20-60 BD 57 1 6500 3300 2 29 3 

E7 00-20 ND 1300 1300 BD 
20-60 ND 680 790 BD 

EB 00-20. ND 690 160 BD 
20-60 ND 740 250 BD 

E9 00-20 ND 8.5 0.5 500 980 3 18 BD 
20-48 BD 17 0.5 950 420 2 24 BD 

Seawater 
Blank BD BD BD 110 20 BD BD BD 

LLD 20 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.5 
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Table 3-7 

Sediment Elutriate Analyses (March ·1980) 

Depth DO Sal. Turb. s= TOC NH,-N AS Hg 
Station (cm) pH {µg/ml) (mg/ml) (NTV) {µg/ml) {µg/ml) {µg ml) (ng/ml) (ng/ml) 

E4 00-20 NO 6.3 27 53 BO 5 0.1 NO BO 
20-50 7.5 7.0 28 86 BO 5 0.4 BO BO 

ES 00-20 7.5 2.7 NO 83 BO 9 11 NO BO 
20-60 NO 4.4 29 l 01 BO 5 7 NO BO 

E6 00-20 7.5 2.7 26 81 BO 9 11 NO BO· 
20-60 7.2 4.7 26 165 BO 11 11 BO BO 

E7 00-20 7.0 2.8 NO 120 BO 19 20 NO BO 
20-60 7.2 2.5 28 66 BO 5 11 NO BO 

ES 00-20 7.3 3.4 28 107 BO 5 4 NO BO 
20-60 7.4 3.0 28 .115 BO 4 4 NO BO 

E9 00-20 7.4 5.6 28 56 BO 5 6 NO BO 
20.:.60 7.7 5.4 NO 75 BO 5 4 BO BO 

Seawater 
Blank #1 7.7 7.9 26 1.8 BO l 0. l NO BO 

Seawater 
Blank #2 7.7 7.7 . 31 0.8 BO 4 0.3 BO BO 

LLD 0. l 20 0.5 

\ 



Table 3-7 (continued) 

Sediment Elutriate Analyses (March 1980) 

Depth Pesticide Concentration {ng/ml) 
Station (cm) Aldrin DOE Dieldrin DOD DDT PCB 

., 
.,: 
·' 

E4 00-20 0.006 0.002 BO 0.03 0.009 BO 
20-41 0.004 0.005 BO 0.03 0.02 Bb 

ES 00-20 ·o.003 BO BO 0.01 0.004 BO 
20-60 0.002 0.005 BO 0.02 0.02 BO 

E6 00-20 0.007 BO BO 0.02 BO BO 
20-60 0.06 0.002 BO 0.02 0.01 BO 

E7 00-20 0.003 BO BO 0.015 0.009 BO 
20-60 0.016 0.0006 · 0.004 0.003 0.005 BO 

E8 00-20 0.02 0.006 0.002 0.003 0.001 BO 
20-60 0.002 ND BO 0.01 0.01 BO 

E9 00-20 0.02. BO BO 0.02 0.007 BO 
20-60 0.01 0.004 BO 0.03 0.01 BO 

Seawater 
Blank #1 0.01 BO ND 0.02 0.01 BO 

Seawater 
Blank #2 BO 0.003 0.003 0.03 0.02 BO 

Distilled 
Water 
Blank #1 ND BO 0.004 0.006 0.01 BO 

Distilled 
··{ Water 
.,: Blank #2 ND BO 0.003 0.006 0.008 BO 

LLD 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.003 
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Hr. Paul Pan 

UNITIO STATES DEPARTMENT o;: COMMERCE 
N■llon■I Oc:e■nic and A1mosph■r1c Adminlnr■cian 
••J&t.h ,.g:;n_ :1 C iCiJ:J 

Noveo:ber 2, 1984 

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch 
Office of Marine and Estuarine Protection 
Envfrorwnental Protection Agency (WH-546) 
401 H St., S.W. 
Washington, DC 20460 

Dear Mr. Pan: 

This ts in reference to your draft environmental Impact staterr.ent 
for Coos Bay, Oregon dredged 1111terlal disposal site designatlon draft 
environmental Impact statement. Enclosed sre coD111ents from the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 

We hope our c011111ents will assist you. Thank you for giving us 
an opportunity to review the documer.t. We would appreciate receiving 
four copies of the final envlrorvnental impact statement. 

Enclosure 

;, 
/" 
! 

Sincerely, 

--~,t,-L .t.--
Joyce M. wfod; · 
Chief, Ecology and 

Conservation Division 
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f/PU - Joyce llood 

UIUTID 8TATla DIPAATMINT 011 c:o••••ca .. ......,O-•le•••-,...,..._ ... ..._ 
fliA 1'10NAL MAIIINe RSHIAIH 8'11\11CI 
I-TALI •1-u,t,nc:IIDMIIOII 
.. , NI 11111 AVIM,l, 111111 IIO 
"°"'""'O. O•IGON t1UM111 
clOSIU0-'400 

October 29, 1984 r/1Ml5 

Draft 1nv1ro11Mntal Iapact ltataenc - Cooa aay Dred9w·xaterial. 
Ocean Dl1po1al Site D•1l9nation, Ore9on (DllS &408.12, May, 1984) 

The propo114 accion de1crillld 1A tbl 1ubject Draft &nv1ror=ent1l Impact 

ICet...,.nt 1D111) 11 fLnel de1l9nation of two intari.11 ocean dreqld ucer1a1 

cU1po■al ■it•• and th• de■l9nu1on of• new 1it1 oll C:001 lay, Or19on. Thi 

tVO finally de119netad ■it•• (11tel I and f) would be u1ed for Che di1po,,1 Of 

(■43111tl4 lite HI would be u1ed for the dupo11l of f1n1-9raillld 11daent,. 

Thi purpo11 of tlMI propoted action 11 to provld■ anv1ronment■lly acceptable 

er■■■ for the di1po1al ~f 4rld9e uterial. 

The National M&r1A1 r11b1ri■■ 11rvic1 r1v1ev14 the 1ubj1ct DEIS and 

r1l■tld 1uppl-nt1l inforutiQJl on which the 0111 ••• baaed. Our 

1uppl1Mnt1l inforuti011 review 1AC~ll4e4 the Pha■I 1, U and III lnterl.a 

,.port■ &lid the Pba■■ xv-v r111,1 Report, IHl4 on 1111U&ble information, we 

ii.liev■ th■ 0111 laek■ 1uffic:i■nt ■nv1romunc11 information on vbicb to ba■■ 

an aceur1t1 ■v11u■t1on of th■ potential &dver1■ s.mp&ct■ of ocean drld9e 

••t■r1al di■po■,l on th■ liv1n9 urin■ re■ourc■■ of ch, newly d•119nated ■it■ 

(&d~u■t■d 1ite H), TIii 0118 do■, not clarify hov b11e11ne d&ca and teat 

A meeting was held between the Portland District, Region X EPA, National 
Marine Fisheries Service and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife on 
9 January 1985 in response to this comment. The agencies -re presented 
with the available information about site Hand adjusted Hand asked which 
site they would prefer to see used. Based on the availability of baseline 
data and the information on the potential impacts to the scallop fishery 
presented in Section 2.8 of the EIS the resource agencies agreed that 
site H should be the preferred disposal site. The Final EIS has been 
changed to identify site Has the disposal site for type 2 and 3 materials. 

.j. 
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d1ap,;iaal ,,1ulta perteinini to initial eite Hue •ppl1c&bl1 to •djuated 

,1,, a. in the &baence of ait• apec1tic cute, we cannot ba •••~red. Ut•t 

reeourc, value, •t th• new iit• ar• not COIIIFaralll• with tho•• at initial 

aite B, we recoaiend uin aupp1-ncal baaelin• dna be collected u adjuaud 

ait, H, rollowin9 tb• collection or th••• data, a teat diapc1al u1in9 th• 

llll)lcted quanUty and q•ality of dred,;1 epoil material 1hculd be conducted, 

the•• nev baaelin• and t11t d11poeal data abould be analyzed and 1umitted for 

2,6.7 lff1cc1· of Prev1oua D11po1a11 

ta9e u-101 para9nllb 2, "rhi1 HCtion include• a brief diacu■aion of an 

Au9u1t, 19B1 ta1t d11pc1al at iru.tial lite H, 'l'lle DEIS atate■ that th■ 

benthic cCIIIIIW\ity va, ai9nificantly depraeaed in tbe area immediately aftaz 

d11po1a1. A ataady recovery to pre-di1pc1al abundance and diver11cy lavele 

va, cb1arved baaed on poat-diapoaal auplin9 twel~• and 1i9htaen a,onth• 

'?II• taac'•, etudy d1119n propoaed the diapoeal of 200,000 cubic yard• of r. , • 

or9an1c uteriala 11••• tllan 0.02111111 ,;rain aiza) in tha centar of initial aita 

H 111te H•J). Kovever, only 60,000 C\lbic yarda of utarial war, 1ubaequ1ntly 

uaed in the teat. rurther, 1po11 matar1a11 actually mi ■aed tha study da1i9n 

diapo■al point and were placed nort111a1t of ,1,, H-4. &ubaequent 

po1t-di1pc1al aedi.ment aampl•• cuen ahortly thereafter revaalad the praa,nc• 

of apoil mat1ri1l1 at only tvo of the five H•related 1ita1. Naithar the D111 

nor tbe atudy report, quantify the di1tanc1 betvean ■it•• (a,9. H•3 to 8•41 

The actual dU111ping occurred slightly northeast of the proposed test disposal 
int but was within SOO yards, Dredged material was observed in l 

:;'; th; s stations sampled following the test dUIIIP, providing sufficient 
. information to characterize the impacts of the disposed material at site H, 

Since site His now being proposed for disposal it is no longer necessary 
to apply the results at adjusted site H. 
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nor how far ott target teat dwitp1ng actual~y cccutred. The author■ ot the 

f1Ml 1tlldy report ccncl~ded th&t the teat diapo1&l d1d not llllllll&ta what 

would occur in a real dredge 1poil■ d11po■al ■ituation at that ■ it■• It 1■ 

qua■tionabl• whether ch• reaulta of a miap~aced te1t 1poil diapo1•l.c&n be 

appl1ed to another aite, one mile 1borawerd, at wt11cb !1•1ted, if any, 

ba1eline infoniation ia availa!lle. 

z.a Preferred Diepo1al Site■ and Di1po■al Option, 

Pe9e 11-19, P19"re z.1. ln 1everal inatance1 the ~III contain■ tbe 1tatwnt 

• ••• altho11glf·tb1I Hct1on doH not apecUle&lly rater to •dJUlted !lit• H, Cbe 

· data gathered by osu and preaanted 1n thi■ ■action cover, an 1xten1ive 

off1hor1 •r•• which incllld•• 14J111ted 1ite H." 1P•9•• 11-s, 111-1, lV-1). 

According to the figuza, the ad]u1ted lite may touch the 1ouch1rnmoet boundary 

of initial lite H l&t approxilutaly H-5). However, 1t appear• that 11t1 

■pacific ba1111n• date have not been c:ollactld fro■ the propo1ed d11po1al 

\ 
\ 

Additional discussion of adjusted site His no longer felt necessary 
since site His now being proposed for disposal of fine materials. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

UNITID ■TATII DIEPAATMINT OF COMMIACI 
N■tlanal Oa■■nla and Atma■ph■ria Admlni■tr■&lan 
NA110h,-,L Ci;.SAN \Ell¥1Ci 
Wt11h1r.a1on. C .C. ,o2l0 

- .:-".--,a:.,,/' 
PPZ - Joyce M. fod,·· /4 .. ') 

N - P,ul M. Wol . V,1 

DEIS 8408,12''_~- oo 8a~ ;redged Material Ocean Disposal 
Designation; c'regon (Environmental Protection Agency) 

~/M82lx6:VLS 

Stte 

The subject statement has been revieoNed wtthtn the areas of the National 
Ocean Service's (NOS) responsibility and expertise, and In tenns of the fmpact 
of the proposed action on NOS activtties and projects. 

Geodetic control survey lllOnuments may be located tn the proposed project 
area. If there ts any planned activity whfch will disturb or destroy tnese 
monuments, NOS requires not less than 90 days' notiftcatton tn advance of such 
activity in order to plan for their relocation. NOS recoll1l1ends that funding 
for thts project include the cost of any relocatton required for NOS monuments. 
For further tnfonnatton abOut these monuments, please contact Hr, john Spencer, 
Chtef, National Geodetic lnfonoation Branch (N/CGl7), or Mr. Charles Novak, 
Chief, Network Maintenance Sectton (N/CG162), at 6001 Executive Boulevard, 
Rockv111e, Marylan~ 20852 • 

._ The Nos' Offic:'e of Ocean and Marine Assessment had a mfoor con:rr.ert regarding 
.~-~...the deepwater stte betng eliminated based upon consideration of Tyce 1 sedirne!lt 

--only (page II-3). The use of this site for Type 2 and Type J sediments snou1d 
· be considered also, they state. · 

The Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development is 1n agreer:.: 
with the Federal consistency statements in this document according to the Nv: 
Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management. . 

\ 

Geodetic control survey monuments are not located offshore and therefore 
will not be impacted by the proposed ocean disposal site designation. 

A discussion of the consideration of Type 2 and 3 materials has been added 
in the FEIS. 
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Department of Land Conservation and Development 
1175 COUAT STREET N.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310-0590 PHONE (503) 378-4926 

M E M O R A N D U M 

November 2, 1984 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Land Conservation and Development Comnfssfon 

James F. Ross, Dfrecto~ 

FEDERAL CONSISTENCY REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT, COOS BAY, OREGON DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL SITE 
DESIGNATION 

DATE RECEIVED: September 10, 1984 

REVIEWER: Patrfcfa Snow 

I. REQUEST 

The Environmental Protection Agency has requested that the 
Conrnfssfon concur that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Coos Bay Dredged Material Disposal Sfte Desfgnatfon fs 
consistent to the maximum extent practicable wfth Oregon's Coastal 
Management Program (OCMP). 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Staff reconrnends that the Conrnfssfon concur wfth the Department 
analysts that the DEIS fs consistent wfth the OCMP. 

III. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

The Delegation of Authority Rule, OAR 660-02-010(9), provides that 
responses to consistency determfnatfons for federal actfvftfes 
requfrfng the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement be 
referred to the LCDC for possible revfew. Thfs referral must be 
made at least seven days before the Director's actfon fs to take 
effect. Should two or more members of the LCDC request revfew, the 
fmplementatfon of the Director's actfon will be suspended pending 
thfs revfew. The Department normally makes fts consistency 
detennfnatfon at the time of the FEIS. However, EPA has requested 
that the Department concur at the DEIS phase for this project. Due 
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to the extensive research that provided background for the DMD sfte 
desfgnatfons, the Department has agreed to this request. A 
supplemental consistency determination wfll be needed ff the FEis 
fs different than the DEIS. 

The federal activity under revfew fs the final designation of two 
Interim designated ocean dredged material disposal sftes (ODMDS) 
and the designation of a new ODMDS off Coos Bay, Oregon. The two 
finally designated existfng ODMDSs would be used for the disposal 
of large grained sediments while the new site further offshore 
would be for the disposal of ffner sediments with higher volatile 
solfds content. 

IV. . FINDINGS 

The major component of the Oregon Coastal Management Program (OCMP) 
which fs applicable to the project fs Goal 19; the Ocean Resources 
Goal. Goal 19 requires that renewable ocean resources and uses be 
given clear priority over nonrenewable resources. Inventories 
developed for specific projects must be sufficient to describe the 
long-term impacts of the proposed action on resources and uses of 
the continental shelf and nearshore area. For dredged material 
disposal sftes, the agency with jurisdiction must determine the 
impact of the proposed project and provide for suitable sites and 
practices for the open sea discharge of dredged materials which do 
not substantially interfere wfth the use of the continental shelf 
for fishing, navigation, recreation, or from long-term protection 
of renewable resources. 

The primary data bases for the EIS were disposal site evaluation 
and monitoring studies conducted by OSU under contract to the Corps 
of Engineers. The study consisted of five phases. The first was a 
12-month baseline study of the physical, chemical and biological 
conditions of the nearshore area off Coos Bay. This infonnatlon 
was used to select candidate sites for detailed evaluation during 
Phases II and III. The criteria used in selecting candidate sites 
were: 

A. Physical and chemical similarity of dredged material and sfte 
sediment type; 

B. Avoidance of impacts on unique or valued biological 
conrnunl tf es; and 

C. Minimization of onshore tranport of fine sediments. 

Sediments from above RM 12 on the Coos River were determined to be 
incompatible with sediments of the Phase J ocean study site. 
Detailed studies had to be conducted at sites located further 
offshore. Phases II and III provided information for areas further 
offshore In an area of approximately 5,000 x 3,500 meters at depths 
ranging from 40 to 120 meters. Phases IV and V investigated the 
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effects of a 1981 test disposal at site H (53-66 meter depths) 
during and following disposal. The site was re-investigated during 
1982 and 1983 to document post disposal effects. 

There are three basic types of sediment fn Coos Bay. The types are: 

1. Type 1 - Predominantly clean sand of.marine origin typical of 
sediments from below Coos Bay river mile 12. 

2. Type 2 - Finer grained sand and silt contatnfng some volatile 
solids typical of sediments from between Coos Bay RM's 12 and 
14. 

3. Type 3 - Highly organic ffne material (6 to 20 percent volatile 
solids) typical of sediments from above Coos Bay RM 14. 

Several disposal alternatives were reviewed (see attached map), 
Sites E and F were EPA interim desigated sftes chosen for their 
distance from Coos Bay, depth of water, biological conditions, 
historical use and estimated amount and type of dredged material. 
They are located approximately 1.5 miles offshore. Sftes 6 and H 
were considered stnce they were areas with stmtlar bottom sediments 
to the materials dredged from above RM 12 fn Coos Bay. They are 
located approximately 5 and 3.5 mfles offshore, respectively. 
Adjusted Stte H was selected as an alternative to Stte H to avoid 
impacts to shellfish beds. It ts located approximately 2,5 miles 

• offshore. A deepwater stte was selected to meet EPA stte select ton 
crtterta. 

Four dispos;l options were considered for ocean dumping of dredged 
material. These options were: (1) disposal of all types of 
dredged material at tnterfm Sites E and F; (2) disposal of Type 1 
material at Sites E and F and disposal of Type 1 and 2 material at 
Site 6; (3) disposal of Type 1 material at Sttes E and F and 
disposal of Types 1 and 2 material at Stte H; and (4) disposal of 
Type 1 material at sites E and F and Type 2 and 3 material at 
adjusted Sjte H. 

·'-fhe effects of previous disposal at sites E and F tndtcates that no 
significant biolqgical_ impacts have been associated wtth the 
disposal (11-10). At site H, the benthic conmunity was 
significantly depressed in the area of disposal i11111ediately after 
disposal. A steady recovery to predisposal abundance and density 
levels was observed durfng the 19 months of the post-dull¥) 
monftoring (11-11). 

Alternative 4 is fdentiffed as the preferred alternative. Thfs 
option was selected because the sedfment types would be the most 
compatfble wtth the disposal sftes. Type J materfal fs very 
sfmilar to the natural sedfments at sites E and F (p. 11-14). 
Disposal of this material at any other site would result in 
long-tenn bottom habitat changes, For these reasons dfsposal at 
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sites other than E and F was not considered in the public's best 
interest. lhe disposal of either Type 2 or 3 material at sites E 
and F was considered questionable as the material is physically and 
chemically dissimilar to the sedfments at these sttes. Disposal of 
Type 2 and 3 sediments at Stte 6 was not the chosen alternative due 
to the slow erosion rate at 6. It was felt that the disposal of 
these sediments at Site 6 would result tn long-term changes·to the 
substrate habitat of the benthic c011111Unity (11-15). Adjusted 
stte H was chosen as a result of resource agency concerns wtth the 
scallop beds located between 40 and 52 fathoms. The adjusted 
Stte Hts located at the 25 fathom contour, which wfll establish a 
buffer area of approximately one nautical mfle between the disposal 
stte and the scallop bed, The Department will request that a 
monttortng ~rogram be established for the first year of use of 
adjusted Site H. 

The DEIS addresses consistency of the proposed action with the OCMP 
and the Coos County plan (111-22; IV-A; Appendix A). The DEIS 
notes that Goal 19 requires that the location of the sites and 
disposal practices must not substantially impact fishing, 
navigation, or recreation activities, or the natural resources of 
the continental shelf, The DEIS states that the descriptions of 
impacts of dredged material disposal on the proposed sites Indicate 
that no substantial impacts on these uses or resources are 
anticipated. No significant post disposal effects on the 
biologica 1 conmunfty at Sftes E and F were found (JV-9). .Dispose 1 
of Type I sediments at Sites E and F would likely have a short-term 
impact on the benthlc communities. The DEIS states that due to the 
simflarfty of sediment types fn the disposal material to that 
existing at Site H ft fs doubtful that there would be measureable 
long-term effects (IV-12). Disposal of any materials from Coos Bay 
at Site 6 would result fn the greatest biological impact of the 
three areas studied (IV-12). Disposal of any of the Coos Bay 
sediment at E and F would result 1n the least impact on benthos of 
the three sites. The main reasons for this are the unstable 
envfrom1ent, the lower abundance and diversity of species and the 
adaptability of the existing benthfc species to an unstable 
environment. 

Objections: No fonnal objections to the DEIS have been received to 
date. The ODFW and USFWS support the proposed DMD sites (personal 
conmuntcatton, November 2, 1984). The NMFS ts concerned that test 
dumping dtd not occur on adjusted Stte H. The Department concludes 
that adequate baseline data exists on adjusted Stte H to designate 
tt fs a DMD stte provided a monitoring program ts established 
dirtng the first year of use. The monttortng program will need to 
be develoP.ed tn coordtnatton wtth the state, USFWS, and NHFS. The 
new site was selected in response to resource agency concerns to 
avotd impacts on shellfish beds located between 40 and 52 fathoms. 
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Conclusion: The ffnal desfgnatfon of the two fnterfm and the 
pro,PoSed dredged material offshore disposal sftes fs an action 

· directly affecting the Oregon Coastal Management Zone. The 
DeRartment concurs wfth the EPA determfnatfon that the DEIS and 
ffnal desfgnatfon of the three sftes fs consistent wfth the Oregon 
Coastal Management Program, Including Goal 19. The DEIS 
establishes that the disposal of approved sediments at sites E, F 
and H wfll not have long-term impacts on the resources or uses of 
the area. The Department concurs that the alternative selected 
will have the least impact on the nearshore environment. Provided 
the FEIS does not vary from the DEIS, ft wfll be consistent with 
the OCMP as well. If the desfgnatfons fn the FEIS are different 
than those fn the DEIS, a supplemental consistency determfnatfon 
wi 11 be requf red. 

JFR:PS:mg 
13OOD/9B 

...... ·. ~ .. ·· .. ,, ...... 
: · .. ,· ..:. ~. 

The Department of Land Conservation (LCDC) and Development has been informed 
that site His now the preferred disposal site for type 2 and 3 materials 
EPA has requested a supplemental consistency determination from LCDC. • 
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Alternat!~• Disposal Site■ Considered in tecail. 

BEFORE THE 
LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COltCISSION 

Of THE STATE OF OREGON 

AN ORDER BY THE DEPARTMENT 
THAT THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEl1ENT FOR THE 
COOS BAY, OREGON, DREDGED 
MATERIAL DISPOSAL SITE 
DESIGNATION IS CONSISTENT WITH 
THE OREGON COASTAL MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM. 

l 
I 
l 
l 
l 
). 
l 
l 

84-FC-339 
FINDINGS OF FACT, ULTIMATE 
FINDINGS Of FACTS, CONCLUSION OF 
LAW, ORDER AND NOTICE FOR 
OPPORTNITY FOR ADMINISTRATIVE 
AND JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

1. Pursuant to the National Environment Policy Act of 1969, the Corps of 

Engineers and the Environmental Protection Agency did prepare an 

Enviroment Impact Statement describfng the impacts of dredged materfal 

dfsposal sites offshore of the mouth of the Coos Rfver. The DEIS was 

recefved by the Department of land Conservation and Development from the 

EPA on September 10, 1984. Pursuant to Tftle 15, Code of Federal 

Regulations, Sectfon 930.41, the Department of land Conservatfon and 

Development 1s respondfng to the consfstency determfnation as a federal 

actfon whfch dfrectly affects Oregon's coastal zone. 

2. Pursuant to Tftle 15, Code of Federal Regulatfons, Sectfon 930.34, 

the Envfronmental Protectfon Agency dfd gfve proper notice directly to 

the Department of land Conservation and Development fn whfch .the EPA dfd 

provfde a consfstency detenafnatfon pursuant to Section 930.39 of the 

same title. 

3. The Environmental Protectfon Agency dfd properly conclude that 

Goal 19 (Ocean Resources! fs the applfcable portfon of the Oregon Coastal 

Management Program and govems the federal actfon fn question. The EPA 

dfd demonstrate through ffndfngs compliance wfth the Statewi~e Planning 

Goal. 
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4. The Final Environmental Impact Statement for designation of Coos Bay 

offshore disposal sites will be consistent tf tt does not vary from the 

DEIS. If the document Is changed. a supplemental consistency 

determination will be required. 

5. A monitoring plan for adjusted Stte H wtll need to be developed tn 

conjunction wi~h state and federal agencies for the ftrst year of use. 

ULTIMATE FINDINGS DF FACT 

The DEIS for the Coos Bay. Oregon. Dredged Material Disposal Stte 

Destgnatton ts to the maximum extent pr~cttcable consistent wtth the 

Oregon Coastal Management Program. The FEIS wtll also be consistent tf 

tt does not vary from the DEIS. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The Department of Land Conservation and Develapment concurs wtth the 

conststency determtnatton of the EPA that the DEIS for the Coos Bay. 

Oregon. Dredged Material Disposal Site Destgnatton ts to the maximum 

extent practicable with the Oregon Coastal Management Program according 

to the provisions of Tttle 15, Code of Federal Regulations. 

Section 930.41 and Sectton 307 of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act 

of 1982 as amended. A supplemental consistency determination will be 

required tf the FEIS varies from the DEIS. A monitoring plan wtll need 

to be developed for adjusted Site H. 

The Department of Land Conservation (LCDC) and Development has been informed 
that site His now the preferred disposal site for type 2 and 3 materials. 
EPA has requested a supplemental consistency determination from LCDC. 

Site His now being proposed for the disposal of type 2 and 3 material. A 
monitoring plan has been developed by the EPA Region X and the Portland District 
and is discussed in Section 4.5 of the FEIS. 

Same as above, 
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The three dredged material disposal sites designated in the DEIS may 

be used for dredged material disposal projects 1mtch meet EPA's ocean 

dumping regulations, 40 CFR Part 227. Use of adjusted Site H w111 al,o 

require a monitoring plan for the first year of use. 

ac::;;:i~.~ .. ~ 
rtment of Land Conservation 
and Development 

()l¥.wLw i,., J 1q f L 
NOTICE: Any person or agency adversely affected by or aggrieved by this 
order is entitled to Judicial review. Judicial review of thts order~ 
be obtained by filing a petition for review within 60 days following the 
service of this order. Judicial review is pursuant to the provisions of 
Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter 183, SectiO'! 484. 

PS:mg 
1305D/9B 

Slte H ls now belng proposed for the disposal of type 2 and 3 material. A 
monltorlng plan has been developed by the EPA Reglon X and the Portland District 
and is dlscussed in Sectlon 4.S of the FElS. 
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[nitecl Stales Dcparlmcnl of the l111.-rior 
01-Flt:t: OF TIIE SEtHt:TARY 

PACIFIC: SORTHWF.ST IU.Gl01' 
SOO N.E. Muhnum;ah Street, Suilc I b'I~. Pur1l.i1J. 0rt&on 9nl2 

ER 84/1137 

Hr. William C. Shilling 
Criteria and Standards Division (WH-SRS) 
Office of Water Regulations and Standards 
11.s. tnviromrental Protection Agency 

·4!11 ~1 StreP.t, S.W. 
~ashington, O.C. 20460 

Dear Mr. Shil ltng: 

October 25, 1984 

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the draft enyironnental 
impact statement for designation of the Coos Cay Ocean Dredged Material 
Disposal Site Offshore Oregon. We have no objection to the proposed 
action. The following canmenh are for your consideration in preparing 
the final statanent. 

General Canments 

While we do not object to the proposed action, please note that specific 
activities leading to the use of the proposed disposal site may require 
FP.deral penni ts fran the U. S. Coast Guard and/or the U. S. Anny Corps 
of Engineers. Such pennits will be revie~ separately by the various 
agencies of the Department of the Interior to assess the impacts on 
resources under their jurisdiction. For example, the U. S. Fish and Wild­
life Service, pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordtnatfon Act (16 U.S.C. 
661, et seq.), may object to or propose stipulations for future permits 
depending on how specific construction practices .of the disposal site 
affect fish and wildlife resources in the area. 

Speci fie Canments 

Page II-14, !raragr~h 14, lines 6 and 7 - This states that turbidity ts 
measured 1n ays,ereas on page Il-16, paragraph 2, line 6, it states 
that turbidity would dissipate within 4 hours. 1,htch ts correct? 

Page IV-7, paragraph 2, line 2 - This states that 87 lll:rcent of .the lllilterial 
to be dunped is organic material. Type 1 raaterial, wt11ch canpr1~es 87 per­
cent of the total 1.5 million cubic yards to be dumped, is class1fied on 
page 11-7 as being "clean sand of marine origin.• This seems to be contra­
dictory and should be clarified. 

I 

We recognize that other Federal permits may be required and that a Section 103 
(Karine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act) evaluation will be required 
for each specific disposal action. Department of the Interior will be notified 
of these actions and given the opportunity for c0111111ent as required by law. 

Page 11-14 refers to the impacts of disposing of type 2 and 3 materials 
at sites E and~ where the fine material would be reworked by wave and 
current action. Page 11-16 referers to the impacts at site H where the 
water is deeper and the wave and current actions would not continue to 
rework and resuspend the fine materials as they would at sites E and F. 

This was a typographical error and has been corrected to read "inorganic 
material. 0 
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Page IV-16, lnraqraph 3 - ihis paragraph gives the !J'lnera1 specifications 
of the dredg ng operations, but does not state when the operations will 
c(J;'lr.ence, how r.iany trips will be made per day on the average to the dis­
posal sites, how ;,any people will be employed in the operation, or how 
the operations will increase the vessel traffic In the area. 

Thank you for the opportunity to cc,,,,ent on this DEIS, If you have any 
questions regarding these camnents, please call me at (503) 231-6157. 

Sincerely, 

Cl.___\L. ~ -~c~~ 
Charles S. Polityka -
Regional Environmental Officer 

cc: 

Office of Envjronmental Project Review 
Director, Minerals Management Service 
Director, Fisb and Wildlife Service 
Regional Director, National Park Service 
Director, Geological Survey . 
Chief, Western Field Operations Center, Bureau of Mines 
State Director, Bureau of Land Management 
Regional Director,· Fish and Wildlife Service 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
qcf 2 3 SM 

,. , -·'\.__C,»e>s Bay Dredged Material Ocean Disposal Site Designation Draft 
· ·t'.nvironmental Impact Statement 

0 ~Wfio'~ Lee, Acting Chief 
Environmental Evaluation Branch 

To Chris Shilling, Chief 
Ocean Dumping EIS Task Force 

We have revleljl!d the referenced document and find that the rec011111endations 
made In our April 6, 1984, memorandum (see attached) have not been 
Incorporated, We trust tfley will be included fn the final EIS. 

In addition to our previous conments, we have the following 
reconmendatfons: 

(1) Pg. 11-3, first paragraph, last sentnece: the dredged material 
ts Type 2 material, not Type 3. 

(2) ·pg, 111-28 should be eliminated as it contains redundant 
Information. 

(3) Chapter Ill: Where feasible, all maps should Include as many of 
the disposal sites as possible. For example, figures 3,3 and 3,4 
(pgs. 111-45 and III-46), should Include adjusted site H, 

(41 We appreciate the addition of explanatory sentences on pgs. 
III-1 and IV-1 concerning adjusted site H. While these statements 
constitute a good first step In Incorporating adjusted site H Into 
the EIS, we feel both chapters 1111st be modified to more completely 
characterize the site and the likely environmental Impacts associated 
with future dumping operations. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Gary Yoerman of DIY staff at 
FTS 399-1448. 

attachment 

I PA P•• IJ20 .. (Rn. J-76) 

'i,~,7 .. 

This has been ~orrected in the FEIS. 

This has been corrected in the FEIS. 

Adding adjusted site His no longer felt necessary since site His now 
being proposed for disposal of fine materials. 

Additional discussion of adjusted site His no longer felt necessary 
since site His now being proposed for disposal of fine materials. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
APR 8 1984 

' Coos Bay Ocean Dredged Material J 

. Disposal Site Draft EIS - Reglo~lO Appr al •Ar Ernesta B. Barnes ;«u 
, Reglo~al Adminlstator 'if:.L \,( 
T Mr. Wtliiam c. Shflltng, ~hief 

Ocean Dumping EIS Task Force, 

~e ha~e reviewed the Draft EIS for the Coos Bay Ocean Dredged Material 
~1sposal Site designation. Our primary concern with this document ts 
the lac, of disc,ssf~~ relating to adjusted site Hin Chapters 3 and 4. 
The Pnrtland District Corps of Enstneers has provided some camera rea(ly 
corrected pages (attached) which Incorporate language acceptable to us 
as an tntertm solution to this problem. We have been assured-by the 
Pc,rtla,1d l)fstrict that more coqirehenshe changes will be made tn the 
~t~il EIS. 

In addition, we are re:~r.dfng several mtnor changes (see attachment) 
for Inclusion tn the ftnal EIS. Due to the unnecessarily comple~ 
prt'cess for effecting change tn thts document, we feel the effort and 
delay required to make changes at this ttme would not be worth the gain 
tn docu1P.&nt quality. In the future, EPA should take upon Itself the 
responsib111ty for making c~anges to 1111 EIS for which ft has Issuing 
authority. 

We recomend releasfng the Draft EIS, as corrected by the Corps, to the 
public for review. The ~ocument provfdes an accurate assessment of the 
environmental impacts associated wfth ocean dumping_at Coos Bay and 
demonstrates complfance with the general and spectffc ocean dumping 
criteria. The conclusions and rec011111endations are supported by a thorough 
research effort. The technical support documents are available for public 
review at the Corps' Portland District offices. We request at least one 
dozen copies of this document for our public review file. 

It fs our understanding that the Ocean Dumping Branch (EPA headquarters) 
will ~repare a stte management plan before final site designation. We 
request tnvolveme"t of the following agencies tn the development of that 
plan: Region 10 EPA; Portland l)tstrtct Corps of Engineers; USFWS-Portland 
office: Nptlc11al Marfne Fisheries Service, Portland office; and the 
Oreg?n Department of Fish and Wtldltfe. 

If you ha~.e any questions, please contact Mr. Gar/ Voerman of my staff at 
FTS-399-1448. 

cc: CC£ - Portland 

attacnn!!nts 

An agreement has been reached between EPA Region X and the Portland District 
Corps of Engineers concerning a general monitoring plan. This plan is discussed 
in Section 4.5 of the FElS, Other management considerations will be addressed 
as specific disposal actions are considered, · 
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Attachment 

~e recommend the following changes be made in the Draft EIS for the Coos Bay 
ODMDS: . 

1. Page xiii, Preface: Change the last sentence of the first paragraph 
to read something like: "In addition, monitoring of these sites wfll be 
required to assess the envlrbnmental Impacts associated with dredged material 
disposal. A 1110nitoring plan will be developed by EPA, in consultation with 
state and federal resource agencies, before final site designation.• 

2. Pae II-10 Effects of Previous Dis osals: The total amount of 
dredged mater a epos1ted at s tes an sou be reported in the EIS. 
T~e EIS states that the disposal operations have produced "noticeable sea­
ward bulses In the bathymetrlc contours •••• ln the vfcfnftfes- of these 
sites.• Apparently on-site bathymetric changes have not been significant; 
however, the reason for designating an ocean dumping site is to provide an 
area within which the physical impacts of dredged material disposal are 
expected and acceptabl.e. If previous disposal operations have resulted in 
material transport and mounding (and the attendant.adverse environmental 
impacts) off site, perhaps sites E and F should be moved or dumping operations 
more closely monitored to assure maximum sediment deposition within the 
confines of the designated dumpsite. Some discussion of this issue should 
~e included 1n the final EIS, 

3. Pafe 11-10 to 11-11: There are apparently contradictory statements 
made aboutmpacts on the benthic community. These statements are: "The 
benthic community was significantly depressed in the area of disposal 
impacts. iamediately after disposal" and "No dump effects were observed for 
the infauna•. These statements should be reconciled in the final EIS. 

4. Page 11-13 1 Impact Comparison of Dis~osal Options: Under-disposal 
options 2 and l, the types of material to be lsposed of at sites G and H 
should be changed from types 1 and 2 to types 2 and 3. 

5. Page 11-14 and 11-17 1 last para,raphs: It is not clear from this 
docu~e"t how p~obable it Is t.~at the add tlon of volatile solids to the 
sediments of sites E, F and adjusted site H would enhance the benthic 
community. Has this occurred in the past? Is there any evidence that the 
benthlc comunitfes fn si~es E and Fare substantially different than adjacent 
off-site communities? A more thorough discussion of this issue should be 
provided in the final ElS. 

. . . 
:· ...... _: ...... ; :::: 

The paragraph has been changed to state that monitoring will be performed 
and refer to the discussion of monitoring in Section 4.5. 
(Note: this paragraph is' found on p. xxii in the Draft EIS.) 

While there appear to be noticable seaward bulges in the bathymetric 
contours in the vicinity of sites E and F, they have not been definitely 
attributed to disposal activity. There is some mounding at the sites 
following the dredging season, but this is normally erased by winter 
storm activity and no long-term bathymetric changes occur. The material 
deposited at sites E and F then moves along the coast with the littoral 
drift system. Because the dredged material dumped at these sites consists 
of clean sand which is very similar to the native sediments, it will 
not produce any adverse environmental effects and could be beneficial 
for beach replenishment; Therefore, we see no problem with the sand 
being slowly transported out of the disposal sites. 

This has been corrected in the FEIS. 

This has been corrected in the FEIS. 

This statement was based on the generalization that areas with finer 
bottom materials and higher levels of organic material appear to be more 
productive than areas with a coarse bottom. It has been deleted from 
the FEIS. 

There was no evidence in the Phase l studies that the benthic communities 
were statistically different between sites E and F and adjacent areas. 
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6. Chapters III and IV, General: The 0SU studies which provided the 
primary information base ;.for this document were oriented toward sites 
E, F, G, and H. Adjusted stt, H was not considered until after completion 
of the technical reports •. Thi! Corps claims that the sampling schemes are 
general enough to allow a reasonable e•trapolatton of data to adjusted site 
H. This ts possible but we should be prepared to defend this approach or 
conduct a separate sampling program for adjusted site H. Much will depend 
on the comments received by the publtc and resource agencies. 

In any case, chapters III and IV 1111st be updated tn the final EIS to Include 
a site description of and probable environmental Impacts of dredged iaaterlal 
disposal at adjusted site H. · · • 

In addition, all of the maps tn Chapter 111 should have all proposed disposal 
sttes located on them If possible. This wtll allow reviewers to more 
readily understand the basts of compartso~ among the disposal options. 

7. Page III-16 1 Last Paragraph: The tena "species richness" should be 
defined. 

8. Page 111-24: The cited Corps study ·predicted that upland.disposal 
sttes would be tilled to destgn capacity within 5 to 10 years. Since the 
study was conducted 8 years ago, It would seem appropriate to discuss Its 
predictive powers. The final EIS should briefly discuss the capacley of 
remaining upland disposal sttes. 

9. Page IV-7 1 Ftrst Paragra,h5 Second Sentence: Add the tel'II "EPA" 
just before "water qua116 triter a. 

10. Page IV-19~ First Paraaraph: Eliminate. the last sentence. Change 
the second paragrap to read: A site monitoring program will be established 
as part of the site management plan. The details of thts program have not 
yet been developed, but will be put forward before final stte designation. 
EPA ts currently considering a monitoring scheme which provides for periodic 
sediment quality testing (physical and chemical) and site surveys to detect 
off-site sediment movement (using bathymetry and sediment traps). Recom­
mendations for monitoring will be solicited from all Interested parties.• 

11. Page IV-20 1 First Paragraph: Eliminate parenthetical phrase 
"(may or may not be adverse!". Last paragraph: Change first sentence to 
read "Disposal of dredged material in proposed ocean dumping sites would 
have presently unquantifiable but apparently minor short and long term 
effects on the productlvley of the marine environment.• 

Additional discussion of adjusted site His no longer felt necessary 
since site His now being proposed for disposal of fine material. 

Species richness is a component of species diversity and is expressed as a 
ratio between total species and total numbers of individuals present. 
(Odum, Eugene P. 1971. ~111:".'!"-'!~s __ of Ecology. W.B. Saunders Company, 
Philadelphia, London, Toronto; 574 pp.) 

The discussion of upland disposal site capacity has been updated. 

This change has been made in the FEIS. 

EPA Region X and the Portland District have developed a monitoring plan. This 
plan is discussed in Section 4.S of the FEIS. 

These changes have been made in the FEIS. 
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Hr. William C. Shilling 
Criteria and Standards Division (WH-585) 
Office of !later Regulations and Standards 
Enviro11111Cntal Protection Agency 
401 M Street, s.w. 
Washington, D.C, 20460 

Dear Kr. Shilling: 

Atlanta GA 30333 

October 9, 1984 

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for Coos Bay, Oregon, Dredged Material Disposal Site Designation. We are 
responding on behalf of the U.S. Public Health Service, 

The only known commercial or recreational use of the three preferred sites 
(sites E, F, and adjusted site H) is marina navigation, Disposal activities 
should have little effect on this use, Sites E and Fare "the leest sensitive 
biological areas of the sites studied," and there ia no record of significant 
impacts associated with historical disposal of type 1 material (material that 
is very similar to the native sediments in the area) at these sites, Two 
type 1 sites are apparently needed to reduce mounding and to maintain 
flexibility of disposal when currents change. 

Our major concern involv~s the third site, adjusted site H, which will be used 
for disposal of type 2 and 3 material containing fine sediments in suspension 
and chemical contaminants found in upper bay sediments, Reported elutriate 

·analyses indicate that only a1111110nium-nitrogen, manganese, and cadmium may be 
released to fresh seawater in sufficient concentration to "possibly exceed 
water quality criteria,• Considering the dilution factor, it is stated that 
these concentrations would be well below the levels of concern prior to 
exceeding the boundaries of the established 4-hour mixing zone, Although 
impacts are expected to be temporary and minor, it is possible that future 
contamination could exceed recommended levels and become nn important 
consideration, Therefore, we recommend that periodic monitoring be conducted 
at this site to determine if EPA sediment and water quality standards are 
met, A contingency mitigation plan should be developed for use in the event 
contamination reaches levels of concern after final designation of these 
disposal sites, This need is substantiated by Nelson!!!!. (1983), whose 
preliminary estimates (page IV-6) suggest that between 50 and 75 percent of 
the finer size sediment would remain in suspension when dumped and would be 
transported from the disposal site by currents, This material would likely 
contain much of the potential contaminants, therefore, we believe monitoring 
efforts should be planned. 

Site His now being proposed for the disposal of type 2 and 3 materials. The 
contaminants are associated with the fine size sediments. The monitoring plan 
discussed in Section 4.5 of the FEIS would detect the movement of these fine 
materials outside of site H. If such movement is discovered, plans for addi­
tional testins and/or corrective measures will be developed. In addition, the 
periodic analysis of the dredged material sediments discussed on page xxii of 
the FEIS will identify any future changes in contaminant levels. 
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Page 2 - Mr. William C. Shilling 

Thank you for the opportunity to review 
of the Final EIS when it becomes availab~his Draft EIS. Please send us a copy 
concerning our comments pl e. If you have any questions 

• ease contact Hr. Ken Holt at FTS 236-4161. 

• 

Sincere\y yours, 

-~~{jl JJ) ~fl.. 
J_t~p~n Har~olis, ~ ~ 
..... •.·, :-.... ~·:--~-: ... : J/!-1'-r -:;-­

Environmenta! Heal;h Serv1~es Oi;1s1on 
Center for Environmental Health 

Mr. William C. Shilling 
Environmental Protection Agency 

Commantlanl 
Uru1ed Slale$ Coa.'il Gu...to 

Office of Water Regulations and Standards 
Criteria and Standards Division 
401 M Street 
Washington, D. C. 20460 

Dear Mr. Shilling: 

w ,1snin;1on. DC 2U::>'il 
51all Symoo1: (G-WP-3} 
?none (202} 426-3300 

l6477.4b(0029) 
lO Oct 84 

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement concerning 
the Coos Bay, Oregon, Dredged Materials Disposal Site Designation. 
We have no comments at this time. 

We appreciate the opportunity to assist your efforts in the 
development of this documentation. We look for~ard to continued 
mutual cooperation and coordination of these projects. 

Sincerely, 

W/11-/11~ 
W. M. McGOVERN 

Chief, Environmental Compliance and Review Branch 
Planning and Evaluation Staff 

By direction of the Commandant 



. i 

COOS ("(II "T ' C0lilt1'HOIIH 
Coqulll ... , ll. ~ll' 9742l 
Phone: (50:,, :: ~-3121 

Ext. ::!-, 225 

SeptemhP.r 19, 1984 

William C. Shilling 

County i11I Coo, 

Criuria and Standards Divi■ion (lftl-585) 
Office of Water Regulations and Standard• 
Environmental Protection ~ency 
401 M Street, SW 
Washingt9n, D.C. 20460 

BOARD Ut' CIIMMISlil0l'(£RS 

kobert A. ~mmr.11 
D<><: Str:vr.naon 
Jnck I,. Heebr.. Sr. 

RE, Camnente on •eooa Bay Dredged Material oc.an Di■poaal Site 
Designation Draft Environmental Impect Stat-nt" 

Dear Mr. Shilling, 

Coos County supports the proposed action to designate ocean dispoaal site• for 
dredge,1 msterial. Federal maintenance dredging of the navigation channel ia 

• absolutely vitaJ to the economic -11-being of the Cooa Bay region. ,.. tlle 
EIS correctly points out, roughly half of the region's 20,000 jo'ha are 
directly or indirectly dependent on shipping activitiea. Our economy 
continues to suffer through a prolonged economic recesaion, and ~ld be 
devastated if 111aintenance dredging could not continue becauae of a lack of 
suitable diapoeal aites, 

The C0oa Bay Estuary Manag-nt Plan (CB!MP), 'Nllich ia the baaia for all land 
ai:xs -ter use decisiona, including upland and in-bay dred9ed material 
d1epo!l'll, in the Coos Bay estuary region, haa been •acknCNled<;1ed" by the 
Oregon Land Conservation and Developnent Collniaaion to be in CQll'l)lianc• vith 
i ta atatewide goal■ and therefor• with Oregon' a approved Coaatal Zone 
Management Program. Aa such, the CBEHP ia the atandard against 'Nllich all 
affected projects 1111st be measured for consi■tency. The project i■ conaiatent 
with the CBEMP because it provides for ocean diaposal of dredged lllllteriala to 
aupplBIIBnt and replace the rapidly dwindling aupply of upland disposal sitea. 

Sincerely, 
COOS C0Ui.TY BOARD OF CXlMHISSIONERS 

cciir.ilsuoner 

~ 

Department of land Conservation and Deve~opment 
1175 COURT STREET N.E .• SALEM. OREGON 97310-0590 F-HONE (503) 3711-4926 

October 23, 1984 

Wtll lam C. Shll 11 ng · 
Crlterl1 and Standards Olvlsfon (WH-585) 
Office of Water Regulations and Standards 
Environmental Protection.Agency .. 
Washington. o.c. 10460 

Oear Mr. Shilling: 

I 1111 requesting, pursuant to 15 CFR 930.71(b), 1 15-d-, extension of 
review time for the Coos Bay. Oregon Dredged Material Disposal Site 
Designation detenalnatlon of consistency with the Oregon Coastal 
Management Progr1111. The new deadline would be November 9, 1984. 

Sincerely, 

~~-Q.,_ 
~ Is F. Ross 
~ctor 

JFR:PS:sp 
14110/88 




